Introduction
Since this essay is the last contribution to the symposium, it seems appropriate to reflect on the articulation of means for behavior reversal in the Arab-Israeli conflict. (Gamson, 1966) ceeding with the discussion it should be noted that this approach is markedly different from many currently purporting to solve the conflict by means of assessing what is just as a necessarily known parameter before suggesting concrete moves for the parties. The latter approach is demonstrated in the interesting studies of Galtung (1972) , who draws on conflict theory as a yardstick for justice, and of Bassiouni (1970, 1971 ) who assesses which are real issues and which are only apparent on the basis of a legal discussion.
Such an approach does not discount the part played by the emotions in human affairs. It deals quite directly with the essence of establishing concrete fairness and includes passions, especially those of the underdogs. It does not overcome the notorious constraints of reality-i.e., how to convince the topdog, or for that matter anyone to behave &dquo;justly.&dquo; The international community, and in particular those societies in conflict, are of course seldom well enough ordered to make justice equal, meaningful, or practical for all (Rawls, 1971 (Russell, 1954; Howard, 1971 (Wilkenfeld, Lussier, and Tahtinen, 1972) . Naturally for conflict resolution to take place all long-range military planning must be minimized (Burrowes and Muzzio, 1972; Blechman, 1972) .
(2) Limitation of Israeli retaliatory measures. Israeli retaliatory measures probably diminish formal conflict and limit raids into Israel (Blechman, 1972 is to be achieved. This conclusion has emerged from the following considerations: (a) Given the high probability that Israel would be victorious in any short-range military confrontation, it is likely that such an exchange would result in the further deterioration of the Arabs' self-concept, particularly considering the UAR's previous humiliation (Siverson, 1972 (Azar, 1972 (Wilkenfeld, Lussier, and Tahtinen, 1972 (Ibrahim, 1972 Ibrahim, 1972) (Azar, 1972 (Ibrahim, 1972) ; and sincere self-preparation for social action and interaction with the &dquo;other group&dquo; (Hofman, 1972 (Hofman, 1972 (Ibrahim, 1972 (Hofman, 1972 Rapoport, 1970, p. as any certainty-a kind of &dquo;proof&dquo; of validity of any given section is achieved-it is because a prior identification of the whole has been &dquo;stipulated&dquo; ; and (b) &dquo;rather than the identification of the whole being achieved through the firm establishment of particles the reverse is the case, the complex being more certainly known than the elements, and neither of course being known incorrigibly&dquo; (Campbell, 1966 Inbar and Stoll, 1972; Coplin, 1968; Ben-Dak, 1972a Banks, 1968; Newnham, 1968 [Steinbruner, 1970, pp. Shure (Shure et al., 1968 (Shure et al., , 1969 (Shure, 1969, p. 32 Clemens, 1970; Smoker, 1972) and in a series of reports on a peace gaming simulation of ArabIsraeli relations (Ben-Dak, 1969 , 1970b Ben-Dak, 1972a , 1972b cf. Medzini, 1971; Cooper, 1969 Ibrahim, 1972; Hofman, 1972) (Burgess et al., 1972 (Galtung, 1967a; Wold, 1956 (Galtung, 1967h 
